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	 Captive	 supplies	 in	 fed	 cattle	 procurement	 have	 been	 a	

























Captive Supply Price Relationships and Impacts).
Captive Supplies before Mandatory  
Price Reporting
	 Captive	supplies	refer	to	slaughter	livestock	that	are	com-
mitted to a specific buyer (meatpacker) two weeks or more in 
advance	of	slaughter.	The	three	most	common	types	of	captive	









	 Prior	 to	 the	 mandatory	 price	 reporting	 (MPR)	 legislation,	
official data on captive supplies came from the Grain Inspec-
tion, Packers and Stockyards Administration (GIPSA). GIPSA 
began	 requiring	 packers	 to	 report	 their	 captive	 supplies	 by	
captive	 supply	method	and	month	 in	1988.	Reported	annual	
average captive supplies for the four largest firms as reported 
to GIPSA are shown in Figure 1. Annual average captive sup-
plies	ranged	from	17.5	to	24.9%	of	fed	cattle	slaughter	for	the	
four largest beefpacking firms between 1988 and 1998 (GIPSA 
2002).	Marketing	agreements	and	forward	contracts	accounted	
for	13.7	to	19.3%;	and	packer	feeding,	3.2	to	5.6%	during	that	
period. GIPSA reported higher percentages for the three most 
recent	reporting	years	based	on	audits	of	packer	records	and	




feeding increased to 8.4 to 10.9% (GIPSA 2003). GIPSA cautions 
that the audited figures for 1999-2001 are not comparable to 
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reported by GIPSA) for 1994. However, the percentage of addi-
tional	movement	cattle	increased	sharply.	In	2000,	the	additional	
movement	series	averaged	41.7%,	which	was	a	few	percentage	
points above the GIPSA captive supply percentage. 
	 Captive	supplies	exhibited	a	modest	seasonal	pattern	based	


















tics	 for	 the	various	pricing	methods	 for	 the	 three-year	period	
April 2001 to April 2004, the first three years of mandatory price 
reporting.	Note that in this extension facts, year 2001 refers to 
April 2001 to March 2002, 2002 refers to April 2002 to March 
2003, and 2003 refers to April 2003 to March 2004.	Figure	2	
































percentage was lower than reported from packer reports to GIPSA 
according to the GIPSA definition. Regardless of the definition 
used,	packer	ownership	of	fed	cattle	is	relatively	small	both	in	
absolute	numbers	of	fed	cattle	and	relative	to	total	marketings.	


































figures by GIPSA, which were compiled and released well after 
the	year	 in	which	they	occurred.	Thus,	 the	MPR	 legislation	 is	
directly	responsible	for	enabling	this	information	to	be	available	
now.	The	extent	of	packer	feeding	was	reasonably	stable	over	







a seasonally influenced phenomenon.
Estimating Captive Supplies – The GIPSA definition of captive 
supplies	 does	 not	 match	 the	 AMS	 reporting	 of	 procurement	
methods	 exactly.	 Thus,	 while	 MPR	 has	 generated	 some	 ad-
ditional information, it is difficult to exactly match the AMS data 


















of cattle, thus clearly not meeting the GIPSA definition of captive 
supplies.
	 Here,	for illustration and discussion purposes,	it	is	assumed	
that	all	three	of	these	types	of	procurement	methods	(formula	
priced	transactions,	forward	contracts,	and	packer	ownership	







explanation	 for	 the	patterns	of	either	without	 further	analysis.	
So,	while	the	level	of	captive	supplies	concerns	some,	there	is	
no apparent upward trend in the percentage based on the first 
three	years	of	MPR	data.
Weekly Dynamics –	Figure	3	shows	the	percentage	of	negotiated	
trades,	 formula	priced	 trades,	 forward	contracts,	 and	packer	
owned	trades	for	each	week	of	the	three-year	period	since	MPR	
began.	On	a	weekly	basis,	the	percentage	of	negotiated	pricing	
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the monthly or annual reports by GIPSA. However, it needs re-
peating that the data on captive supplies using mandatory price 
reports does not match exactly the definition GIPSA has used 
for captive supplies. Thus, while there is more timely information, 
and to some extent better information, on captive supplies from 
mandatory price reports, caution must be exercised in using the 
AMS data to estimate captive supplies and the AMS data cannot 
be compared directly with that reported by GIPSA.	
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Table 1. Three-Year Summary of Weekly Mandatory Price Reporting Volume by Marketing Method
    Summary Statistics  
Marketing Method Year* Average Percent of Standard Minimum Maximum
	 	 	 Total Deviation 	
Negotiated	Price	 2001	 174,520	 43.9	 46,763	 87,069	 303,729
	 2002	 180,602	 40.9	 31,075	 119,128	 250,299
	 2003	 220,019	 53.9	 62,821	 49,409	 350,698
	 2001-2003	 191,714	 46.1	 52,394	 49,409	 350,698
	 	 	 	 	 	
Formula	Price	 2001	 185,275	 46.7	 61,018	 55,741	 280,297
	 2002	 216,887	 49.1	 67,077	 115,134	 313,981
	 2003	 139,020	 34.0	 39,332	 83,051	 221,371
	 2001-2003	 180,394	 43.3	 65,142	 55,741	 313,981
	 	 	 	 	 	
Forward	Contract	 2001	 10,887	 2.7	 5,863	 516	 24,056
	 2002	 15,556	 3.5	 6,076	 4,427	 36,671
	 2003	 16,903	 4.1	 8,159	 3,714	 35,381
	 2001-2003	 14,667	 3.5	 7,233	 516	 36,671
	 	 	 	 	 	
Packer	Owned	 2001	 26,470	 6.7	 6,721	 13,450	 39,320
	 2002	 28,308	 6.4	 5,910	 12,955	 42,630
	 2003	 32,599	 8.0	 7,634	 18,274	 55,171
	 2001-2003	 29,408	 7.1	 7,217	 12,955	 55,171
	 	 	 	 	 	
Totals	 2001	 397,152	 100.0	 	 	
	 2002	 441,353	 100.0	 	 	
	 2003	 408,541	 100.0	 	 	
	 2001-2003	 416,183	 100.0	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	
*	Year	2001	refers	to	April	2001	to	March	2002;	2002	refers	to	April	2002	to	March	2003;	and	2003	refers	to	April	2003	to	March	
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